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Protes t  t h a t  a g e n c y  d i d  n o t  r e q u i r e  t h e  
a w a r d e e  t o  meet a l l  RFP r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  
t h a t  award t h e r e f o r e  was improper is d e n i e d  
where  i n  camera r e v i e w  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  
a w a r d e y u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y  o f f e r e d  a s y s t e m  
m e e t i n g  t h e  a g e n c y ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t  and  t h e  
a g e n c y  d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  t h e  s y s t e m  i n  f a c t  
met t h e  RFP r e q u i r e m e n t s .  

AT&T T e c h n o l o g y  S y s t e m s  (AT&T) p ro t e s t s  t h e  award of a 
c o n t r a c t  to  Rockwell  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  C o r p o r a t i o n ,  C o l l i n s  
T r a n s m i s s i o n  D i v i s i o n  ( R o c k w e l l ) ,  u n d e r  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  
Army request f o r  proposals (RFP)  N o .  DAAD07-85-R-0039, f o r  
a n  O p t i c a l  F i b e r  Cable  a n d  M u l t i p l e x  S y s t e m .  The  s y s t e m  is 
u s e d  for t r a n s m i t t i n g  v o i c e  a n d  d a t a  s i g n a l s  b e t w e e n  
s p e c i f i e d  p o i n t s .  

W e  d e n y  t h e  p ro tes t .  

The  RFP ,  i s s u e d  o n  A p r i l  1 8 ,  1 9 8 5 ,  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  a n  
award would be made to  t h e  f i r m  t h a t  o f f e r e d  t h e  b e s t  buy ,  
t o  be d e t e r m i n e d  by  c o m p a r i n g  t h e  proposed p r i c e s  w i t h  t h e  
e v a l u a t e d  n u m e r i c a l  r a t i n g s  of t h e  t e c h n i c a l  proposals.  On 
J u l y  1 1 ,  t h e  c l o s i n g  d a t e  f o r  t h e  rece ip t  o f  i n i t i a l  pro- 
posals ,  t h e  Army r e c e i v e d  f o u r  o f f e r s ,  two o f  w h i c h ,  those 
s u b m i t t e d  b y  AT&T a n d  Rockwel l ,  were i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  compet- 
i t i v e  r a n g e .  The Army h e l d  d i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h  b o t h  o f f e r o r s  
and  r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  each s u b m i t  a bes t  and  f i n a l  o f f e r  
( B A F O ) .  E v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  BAFOs y i e l d e d  scores of 78.04 and  
65.68 f o r  R o c k w e l l ' s  a n d  AT&T's  proposals ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  
G i v e n  t h a t  A T & T ' s  cost  proposal was 32 p e r c e n t  h i g h e r  t h a n  
Rockwel l ' s  cost proposal,  t h e  Army d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  Rockwell 
o f f e r e d  t h e  best buy t o  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  awarded a 
c o n t r a c t  t o  t h a t  f i r m .  

B e f o r e  p r o c e e d i n g  t o  t h e  merits o f  t h e  p ro t e s t ,  w e  n o t e  
t h a t  Rockwell  h a s  asserted t h a t  i t s  proposal is comprised 
e n t i r e l y  of p r o p r i e t a r y  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  s h o u l d  n o t  be d i s -  
closed t o  AT&T or o t h e r  p a r t i e s .  AT&T h a s  f i l e d  a Freedom 
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of Tnformat9on Act (FOIA) request seeking this information 
but, to dace, has not been qiven access to Rockwell's 
proposal or related aqency documents. Accordinalv, while we 
have reviewed Rockwell's proposal and the evaluation 
materials in camera, our discussion of soecific aspects of 
Rockwell'sprooosal is limited. - See qenerally C.M.P. Inc., 
13-216508, Feb. 7, 1985, 85-1 C.P.D. (1 1S6. 

The Ootical Fiber Cable and Multinlex system transmits 
voice and data siqnals to specified locations within the 
Army base and is comorisecl of  a number of pieces of 
electronic equioment or hardware. When a siqnal is sener- 
ated, it flows in%o the svstem and onto a "jackfield" where 
the individual voice f reauencv circuits "terminate." The 
voice frequency channels then flow into a channel bank 
(here, the D4 channel bank) where UD to 4 5  voice freauencv 
channels are multiplexed, or transmitted, into two 
24-channel Q S 1  disital siqnals. The individual DS1 disital 
siqnals then enter onto a second jackfield and terminate. 
From this ooint, the siqnals flow into the multiDlexer where 
up to 24-channel DSl siqnals are multiplexed into a sinqle 
DS3 sianal. The single DS3 siqnal then terminates on a 
coaxial jackfield known as the nS3 Network Interface. At 
this point, a nS3 encryption device may be inserted to 
encode transmissions. with or without the device, the 
electrical siqnals are then converted to optical siqnals, 
which flow int-o an Optical Patch Panel and terminate. They 
can then be transmitted over the fiber optic cable. 

AT&T's Drotest arquments are based on its review of 
Rockwell product cataloqs, and its belief that Rockwell 
offered its Diqital Vultiplex Licrhtwave System 4 5  (DYL-45) 
to meet the 9rmy's requirements. AT&T arques that the 
DML-45 does not meet the requirements of the RFD purchase 
descriotion, first, because the DML-45 performs three 
required functions (multiplexing up to 28 of  t h e  24-channel 
disital sianals into one optical sisnal) in one component. 
AT&T maintains that because the equipment's mul-tiDlex and 
oDtical interface functions are Derformed in one comnonent, 
the system does not comDlv with Daraqraph 3.3.9 of the 
ourchase description, which reauires access to the 
m u l t i D l e x e r - t o - t h e - o D t i c a l  interface. 

Second, AT&T alleses that because the nML-45 
multiplexes the diuital siqnal into an optical siqnal rather 
than an electrical signal, it cannot comply with Daraqraphs 
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3.3.9 and i.3.10.1 and AT&T Technical Advisory 34 (TA34), 
incorporated in the RFP. Paragraph 3.3.9 and TA34 require 
electrical output. Paragraph 3.3.10.1 requires access to 
the multiplexer at the optical interface for purposes of 
adding an encryption device and, according to ATbT, this 
requirement cannot be met without electrical output. 
speculates that Rockwell may have modified the DML-45 to 
comply with the electrical output requirement, but AT&T 
asserts that, if upgraded in this manner, the DML-45 then 
would not comply with an additional requirement under 
paragraph 3.3.10.1 that the multiplexer-to-optical interface 
be designed such that normal operation can be accomplished 
without circuit or equipment modification. AT&T also 
asserts that if the DML-45 is modified to permit access to 
the DS3 signal to comply with paragraphs 3.3.9 and 3.3.10.1, 
the offered equipment would not satisfy paragraph 3.1.2, 
which states that the assembly or module shall not be 
specially made or modified to meet the requirements of the 
procurement, except to meet special "crypto-signaling" 
compatibility. 

AT&T 

Third, ATbT asserts that the DML-45 cannot comply with 
purchase description paragraph 3.5.2 and RFP amendment no. 1 
without violating purchase description paragraph 3.1.18. 
According to AT&T, its review of DML-45 literature shows 
that the DML-45 can comply with paragraph 3.5.2 and amend- 
ment no. 1 (concerning the provision of an automatic switch 
for the fiber cable) only if it is upgraded. AT&T alleges 
that any such upgrade would cause certain other components 
of the DML-45 to become obsolete, a direct violation of 
paragraph 3.1.18. 

In reviewing protests against the propriety of a 
technical evaluation, it is not the function of our Office 
to independently evaluate technical proposals. See A.B. 
Dick Co., B-211119.3, Sept. 22, 1983, 83-2 C.P.D. If 360. 
Rather, the overall determination of the relative desirabil- 
ity and technical adequacy of offered equipment is primarily 
a function of the procuring agency which, we have recog- 
nized, enjoys a reasonable range of discretion in proposal 
evaluation. Id. Consequently, we will question an agency's 
technical evaluation only where the record clearly shows 
that the evaluation was conducted arbitrarily or caprici- 

-- 

ously. 
Dec. 18, 1985, 85-2 C.P.D. 11 -. See DDL Omni Engineering, B-220075, B-220075.2, 

The record shows that the Army reviewed the BAFOs 
submitted by AT&T and Rockwell and found that Rockwell's 
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proposal cdmplied with all of the RFP requirements, 
including those on which AT&T's protest is founded. Indeed, 
the Army rated Rockwell's system superior overall to AT&T's 
offered system. 

The Army states that, contrary to the principal 
assumption underlying the protest, Rockwell did not propose 
its DML-45 system alone but, rather, offered it as only a 
part of a total system. The Army found that this system as 
a whole complied with the RFP's purchase description. 
Specifically, concerning paragraphs 3.3.9 and 3.3.10.1, the 
Army found that Rockwell, in fact, did offer a system that 
has electrical output and is compatible with the coaxial 
jackfield and which permits the insertion and removal of 
encryption equipment without interfering with the system 
operation, as required. Thus, according to the Army, the 
modifications ATtT speculates might have taken place to make 
the DML-45 compliant in fact were not necessary. The Army 
does concede that certain equipment offered by Rockwell will 
have to be modified to meet the requirements for future 
system expansion. The Army states, however, that, contrary 
to AT&T's speculation, any modifications would be relatively 
minor and would not cause any components of the offered 
equipment to become obsolete. 

We have reviewed the record and find no basis for 
taking exception to the Army's technical conclusions. The 
Army has made specific determinations that Rockwell's equip- 
ment satisfies each of the RFP requirements cited by AT&T, 
and Rockwell's proposal reasonably supports these determina- 
tions. For example, the proposal expressly provides, in 
connection with paragraph 3.3.10.1, that an encryption 
device can be inserted and removed without interfering with 
the system's normal operation; the Army has confirmed that 
Rockwell's system, in fact, has this capability. Moreover, 
AT&T's speculation that Rockwell's system will require 
extensive modifications to comply with certain RFP require- 
ments is unfounded. The Army has determined that only minor 
future modifications--modifications it deems acceptable 
under the RFP--will be required for the system Rockwell has 
offered. 

We recognize that AT&T was not in a position to present 
anything more than speculative arguments due to the claimed 
proprietary rights in, and resultant nondisclosure of, Rock- 
well's proposal and the evaluation. The fact remains, none- 
theless, that the record simply contains no evidence that 
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the Army 
- .  
s 'techn,cal conclusions were incorrect. We thus 

have no basis for sustaining the protest on this ground. 

To the extent AT&T may believe Rockwell will be unable 
to meet its commitment to fulfill the Army's requirements, 
this consideration is a matter of contract administration 
which is within the ambit of the Army, not our Office. - See 
Data Products New England, Inc., et al., B-199024, Jan. 9, 
1981, 81-1 C.P.D. 11 1 6 .  

AT&T also alleges that the Army relaxed certain RFP 
requirements in accepting Rockwell's proposal. AT&T asserts 
that, during discussions, it was told to include in its BAFO 
network isolation at two points, a network interface at 
certain points, and network synchronization. AT&T states 
that it complied with these requests and, as a result, had 
to increase its cost proposal, Based on Rockwell's low cost 
proposal, AT&T asserts that Rockwell could not have been 
required to meet these requirements. 

The Army responds that, contrary to AT&T's speculation, 
Rockwell did offer network isolation and network interface. 
The Army explains it was unnecessary to request these 
features during discussions specifically, because Rockwell 
included them in its initial proposal, The Army reports it 
did not require Rockwell to provide network synchronization 
because this was not an RFP requirement. The Army denies it 
ever told AT&T to include this feature in its system. 

We have reviewed Rockwell's proposal and find that 
Rockwell did propose network isolation and network inter- 
facing at the required locations in its system. We also 
have examined the RFP and the rest of the record and find 
neither any stated requirement for network synchronization, 
nor any evidence that AT&T was told during discussions that 
this was a required feature. 

The protest is denied. 

Geneial Counsel 




